According to its authors, the California Preschool Social Competency Scale &dquo;was designed to measure the adequacy of preschool children's interpersonal behavior and the degree to which they assume social responsibility. Implicit in this definition is the concept of independence&dquo; (Levine, Elzey, & Lewis, 1969, p. 1). The items were selected primarily on the basis of the judgment of early childhood educators and preschool personnel that the behaviors represented were important to the preschool child's social competency development. In the view of O'Malley (1977) , such instrumentation is not associated with a background of research and was therefore excluded from his recent review of research on social competence.
Proger (1974) , in a review of the California scale, complained that the construct validity of the scale had not been adequately investigated. He hypothesized four factors as forming the structure of the scale, namely, Work Habits, Personality, Communication, and Interpersonal
Relations.
There are additional clues regarding the structure of the scale in the literature on social competency. Several authors (Baumrind & Black, 1967 ; Becker & Krug, 1964; Behar & Stringfield, 1974; Kohn & Rosman, 1972a; Lorr & McNair, 1965; O'Malley, 1977; Peterson, 1960 Peterson, , 1965 Schaefer, 1975) have shown that much of the research on ratings of personality in general, and ratings of the social competence of preschool children in particular, can be integrated by a circumplex model in which the two major bipolar axes represent dimensions that can generally be labeled (1) Extraversion/Introversion and (2) Love/Hostility. Schaefer (1975) (1971) found that a bipolar dimension labeled Task Versus Person Orientation was useful to add to the two-dimensional circumplex model in describing preschool personal-social behaviors in groups composed of predominantly black lower class children. Behar and Stringfield (1974) also isolated a Hyperactive-Distractible dimension in behavior ratings of preschool children, a dimension which they noted to be similar to one found by Peterson (1961) Dunnington's (1957) conclusion that verbal interaction is a major component of social acceptance among nursery school children. Moreover, Thompson (1962) (Proger, 1974, p. 394 (Schaefer, 1975 (Cattell, 1966) (Table 3) .
The correlations between theoretically related dimensions were moderately high (-.62, .64, and -.58 reported by Kohn and Rosman (1972a) and by Behar and Stringfield (1974) .
The Verbal Facility factor correlated highest with Extraversion (.38), less with Task Orientation (.27), and least with Considerateness (.01).
The same pattern emerged when California factor scores (computed from orthogonal factors)
were correlated with Classroom factor scores (Table 3 ). To the extent that the Verbal Facility factor is a cognitive factor, this relationship pattern substantiates similar findings by Kohn and Rosman (1973) and by Richards and McCandless (1972) . To the extent that it is a verbal expressiveness factor, these correlations also support the findings of Kohn and Rosman (1973) . The Response to the Unfamiliar factor correlated highest with Extraversion, which is consistent with Table 3 . However, the almost equally high correlation with Task Orientation is not consistent with Table 3 .
Discussion
The factors found here to comprise the structure of the California scale came close to coinciding conceptually with the four factors hypothesized by Proger (1974) . Proger specified items from the scale that he believed would con- (Behar & Stringfield, 1974; Kohn & Rosman, 1973; Schaefer, 1975 (Kohn & Rosman, 1972a (Behar & Stringfield, 1974; Kohn & Rosman, 1972a , 1972b , 1973 Richards & McCandless, 1972; Schaefer, 1975 O'Malley, 1977, notes) being associated with a background of research. It appears, however, that regardless of how it was developed, the structure of the scale is in concordance with the structure of other instruments that were developed based on a background of research and that purport to measure essentially the same constructs. The structure integrates well in the nomological network on child behavior and social competency.
Knowing the factor structure of the California scale also has implications for its interpretation and use. As far as using the scale to produce social competency profiles for diagnostic purposes, it would not be a simple matter of summing up the scores on specified items to produce approximate factor scores. This is because many of the items are factorially complex; they load on more than one factor. In order to get a factor profile, actual factor scores would have to be computed. The feasibility of the procedure is uncertain. In any case, the reliability of the factor structure would have to be determined. Perhaps a more productive and feasible use of factor scores such as were produced here would be in the evaluation of preschool programs. As measures of the effectiveness of such programs in fostering development in social competency, the factor scores would certainly be more meaningful and more reliable than a single global score.
